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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 11, 12, 15, 16, and 21 to 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Daudelin. 

Regarding independent claims 1 and 21, Daudelin discloses a method and 
apparatus for call classification, comprising: 

"a receiver for receiving audio information from the called destination endpoint" - 
a calling customer provides input of speech or tones (column 6, line 68 to column 7, line 
5: Figure 2: Step 204); for collect calls, a called party responds "yes" or "no" to an 
announcement: "You have a collect call, will you accept charges, yes or no" (column 11, 
lines 8 to 23: Figures 7 and 8: Steps 720, 722, 802, 804); speech or tones are "audio 
information" and a called party is "the called destination endpoint"; 

"automatic speech recognizer for determining words in the received audio 
information" - if decision blocks 204 or 208 recognize speech, then the speech is 
analyzed in order to detect a command for one of the eight types of operator assistance 
calls, e.g. "operator", "calling/credit card", "collect", billing" (column 7, line 60 to column 
8, line 2: Figure 2: Step 214); for collect calls, a voice processing unit listens for a called 
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party response by recognizing "yes" or "no" (column 1 1 , lines 15 to 23: Figures 7 and 8: 
Steps 722, 804); 

"an inference engine for classifying the call destination endpoint in response to 
the determined words" - if a request for one of the eight classes of operator assistance 
is recognized, then a transfer is made to one of the eight subroutines 0, C, K, P, T, S, 
M, or B (column 7, lines 64 to 67: Figure 2); for collect calls, if the called party responds 
"yes" recognized by the voice processing unit, then the call is completed; if the called 
customer announces "no" recognized by the voice processing unit, then an 
announcement is returned to the calling customer and the call is disconnected (column 
1 1 , lines 18 to 23: Figures 7 and 8: Steps 724, 726, 806, 808); a voice processing unit 
for determining whether a called party accepts collect calls is equivalent to "an inference 
engine for classifying the call destination endpoint" as accepting or not accepting calls in 
response to recognized words from the called party. 

Regarding independent claim 15, Daudelin discloses a method and apparatus for 
call classification, comprising: 

"receiving audio information from the called destination endpoint" - a calling 
customer provides input of speech or tones (column 6, line 68 to column 7, line 5: 
Figure 2: Step 204); for collect calls, a called party responds "yes" or "no" to an 
announcement: "You have a collect call, will you accept charges, yes or no" (column 1 1 , 
lines 8 to 23: Figures 7 and 8: Steps 720, 722, 802, 804); speech or tones are "audio 
information" and a called party is "the called destination endpoint"; 
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"analyzing received audio information for a first classification" - response from 
the system depends on the input from the calling customer; if the calling customer keys 
DTMF signals into the system, test 206 is performed (column 6, line 68 to column 7, line 
5: Figure 2: Step 204); "a first classification" relates to whether the received audio 
response represents a tone or speech; 

"analyzing received audio information using automatic speech recognition for a 
second classification" - if decision blocks 204 or 208 recognize speech, then the 
speech is analyzed in order to detect a command for one of the eight types of operator 
assistance calls, e.g. "operator", "calling/credit card", "collect", billing" (column 7, line 60 
to column 8, line 2: Figure 2: Step 214); for collect calls, a voice processing unit listens 
for a called party response by recognizing "yes" or "no" (column 1 1 , lines 15 to 23: 
Figures 7 and 8: Steps 722, 804); "a second classification" relates to content of 
recognized speech; 

"determining the call classification from the first classification and the second 
classification" - if a request for one of the eight classes of operator assistance is 
recognized, then a transfer is made to one of the eight subroutines O, C, K, P, T, S, M, 
or B (column 7, lines 64 to 67: Figure 2); for collect calls, if the called party responds 
"yes" recognized by the voice processing unit, then the call is completed; if the called 
customer announces "no" recognized by the voice processing unit, then an 
announcement is returned to the calling customer and the call is disconnected (column 
1 1 , lines 1 8 to 23: Figures 7 and 8: Steps 724, 726, 806, 808); "a call classification" 
relates to call subroutine handling by the voice processing unit. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 22, Daudelin discloses recognized words could be 
"credit card" or "calling card" (column 1 0, lines 49 to 53: Figure 2), which are phrases. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Daudelin discloses a voice processing unit for determining 
whether a called party accepts collect calls, which is equivalent to "an inference engine". 

Regarding claims 12, 16, 23, and 24, Daudelin discloses if the calling customer 
keys DTMF signals into the system, test 206 determines whether the numbers 
represented by the customer's keyed tones ("another classification"; "tone detection") 
correspond to one of the codes used for identifying the class of an operator assistance 
call, or the format of a calling card number (column 7, lines 3 to 21 : Figure 2); implicitly, 
"yes" or "no" can be keyed in as DTMF signals by the called party for collect calls. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3 to 10 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Daudelin in view of Setlur et al. 

Daudelin discloses speech recognition for automated assistance calls, but omits 
the details of a procedure for speech recognition. However, Setlur et al. teaches 
speech recognition for barge-in and aural prompts, where features are extracted 
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(column 4, lines 45 to 47: Figure 3: Step 306 - Claim 3), likelihood scores are compiled 
by comparing features to hidden Markov models (column 4, lines 50 to 52: Figure 3: 
Step 308 - Claims 4 and 25), performing dynamic programming to build a word network 
of possible word sequences from active node model scores using a Viterbi algorithm, 
and updating a decoding tree (column 4, lines 52 to 57; column 4, lines 61 to 63: Figure 
3: Steps 310 and 314 - Claims 5 and 6), performing a beam search for pruning away 
unlikely word sequences and storing an updated active word list (column 4, lines 57 to 
61 : Figure 3: Step 312 - Claim 7), building a network of word sequences and updating a 
decoding tree built to provide the most likely word sequence (column 4, lines 52 to 63: 
Figure 3: Steps 310 and 314 - Claim 8), and backtracking through the beam search 
path using a Viterbi algorithm to output the most likely word sequence after the 
utterance is declared to be completed (column 5, lines 52 to 55: Figure 3 - Claims 9 
and 10). Setlur et al. suggests an objective of determining an end of an utterance that 
is faster, and reliably detects a group of words within an utterance in real time as partial 
word sequences. (Column 2, Lines 60 to 67) It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to provide a speech recognition procedure as taught by Setlur et 
al. in the speech recognition method and apparatus for automated assistance calls of 
Daudelin for the purpose of quickly and reliably detecting an end of an utterance within 
a group of words: 

5. Claims 13, 14, and 17 to 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Daudelin in view of Heilmann et al. 
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Concerning claims 13, 14, 17, and 18, Daudelin discloses a procedure for call 
processing, where a caller response is determined to be speech or a tone (Figure 2, 
Step 204), but omits the details of detecting a tone by energy analysis or zero 
crossings. It is well known for telecommunication equipment to analyze audio features 
of energy and zero crossings to distinguish voice from tones. Specifically, Heilmann et 
al. teaches a system and method to discriminate call content type, where a process 300 
performs an algorithm to distinguish the content of a call as either voice or voice band 
data (VBD) by determining the number of zero crossings of each frame and the energy 
of each frame. (Column 6, Lines 34 to 59: Figure 3: Steps 306 and 308) Voice band 
data (VBD) can be DTMF tones. (Figure 2B) Heilmann et al. suggests call content type 
discrimination for a telecommunications firewall to enhance security. (Column 1 , Lines 
13 to 20) It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to analyze 
audio features of energy and zero crossings to discriminate voice from tones as taught 
by Heilmann et al. in the method and apparatus for automated assistance calls of 
Daudelin for the purpose of enhancing security of telecommunication equipment. 

Concerning claim 19, Daudelin discloses a voice processing unit for determining 
whether a called party accepts collect calls, which is equivalent to "an inference engine". 

Concerning claim 20, Daudelin discloses speech recognition, which utilizes 
Hidden Markov Models, implicitly. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicants' arguments filed 22 February 2005 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicants' argument is that Daudelin does not teach every element of 
independent claims 1,15, and 21, so as to be anticipatory under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b). 
Applicants state that Daudelin does not meet the accepted definition of call 
classification, as set forth by independent claims 1,15, and 21 . Applicants point to the 
Specification, Page 1, Lines 8 to 21, to maintain that call classification should be 
construed to determine how a call has been terminated at a called endpoint. Applicants 
cite examples of receiving back a busy signal, a reorder tone, or a special information 
tone (SIT) to indicate that a voice message will be played. Thus, Applicants' argument 
is that the accepted definition of call classification as understood by those skilled in the 
art is not met by Daudelin . Applicants' position is traversed. 

The term "call classification" should be construed in accordance with principles of 
broadest reasonable interpretation to include call subroutines for collect calls as 
disclosed by Daudelin. During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given 
their broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." In re Hyatt, 
211 F.3d 1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Applicants always have 
the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad interpretation by the 
examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be interpreted more 
broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 550-51 
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(CCPA 1969) Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations 
from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Applicants' independent claims 1,15, 
and 21 should not be construed to limit the term "call classification" to a busy signal, a 
reorder tone, or a special information tone (SIT). Applicants' Specification defines "call 
classification" as "the ability of a telecommunications system to determine how a 
telephone call has been terminated at a called endpoint." A busy signal, a reorder tone, 
or a special information tone (SIT) are merely non-limiting examples of Applicants' own 
definition of "call classification". Indeed, Daudelin meets Applicants' express definition 
of "call classification" because subroutines relating to handling of collect calls by a 
called party "determine how a telephone call has been terminated at a called endpoint." 
Moreover, one skilled in the art would not find that "call classification" is a term of art 
necessitating interpretation with either Applicants' express or exemplary definitions. 

Daudelin provides for "call classification" with audio information from a 
destination endpoint for accepting or refusing a collect call by recognizing speech from 
a called party. Generally, speech recognition is performed on audio information from a 
calling party at an origination endpoint to determine how a call is routed. However, 
Daudelin discloses collecting audio information for speech recognition from a called 
party at a destination endpoint for collect calls. A called party determines whether to 
accept or refuse collect calls, i.e. whether a received request for a collect call is to be 
classified as accepted or refused. A speech recognizer recognizes the words "yes" or 
"no" in received audio information as to whether a called party accepts or refuses a 
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collect call. Then, the voice processing unit completes the call if the called party 
answers "yes", or disconnects the call following an announcement to a calling party that 
a called party has refused the request for a collect call. Completing a collect call if a 
called party answers "yes" and disconnecting a collect call if a called party answers "no" 
corresponds to a "call classification". Thus, Daudelin anticipates "call classification" as 
set forth by independent claims 1,15, and 21 . 

Therefore, the rejections of claims 1, 2, 1 1, 12, 15, 16, and 21 to 24 under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Daudelin, of claims 3 to 10 and 25 under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Daudelin in view of Setlur et al., and of 
claims 13, 14, and 17 to 20 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Daudelin in view of Heilmann et al., are proper. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicants are reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Martin Lemer whose telephone number is (703) 308- 
9064. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM Monday to 
Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (703) 305-9645. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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